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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

1. Snnimar Y of the Office Action 

Claims 27-29, 31-35, 38-40 and 42-46 are rejected under 35 U.S,C. 103(a) as 
being impatentable over U JS, Patent No. 6,1 19.152 (Carlin ct al) and 'Domain Names - 
Concepts and Facilities" (RFC 1034). 

2, Response to S 103 RejcctioTis 

Applicants respectfiilly traverse this rejection for the reasons set out below, and 
ask the Exaroiner for reconsideration. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness^ three basic criteria must be met. 
First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the refearcnces fliemselves or 
in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the 
reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable 
expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) 
mtist teach or suggest all the claim limitations. Tie teaching or suggestion to make the 
claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the 
prior art, and not based on applicant's disclosure. InreVaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 
1438 (Fed, Cir. 1991). 

A. There is no SuGCtsnoN or Motivation to Combine Carlin and 
RFC 1034 

The Office Action states that a motivation to map each interface to a different 
domain can be found in Carlin^s suggestion that "/f should appear to the subscriber that 
he or she is connected to an online S€irvice that is administered by that service provider." 
Office Action mailed 6/14/04, p, 3, The cited language in Carlin, however, reads as 
follows: ^'As can be seen fiom FIGS. 4-5, from the subscriber's standpoint, it ctppears 
that he is connected to a on-line service which is administered by the service provider." 
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Carlin, 8: 54-56. In feet, the desired appearance gf an on-line service as being 
administered by the service provider has been achieved in Carlin by the use of 
provider specific service maps. Carlin, Figs. 4-5; col,7, XL 50^7, Because Carlin 
discloses a solution to the problem of the appearance of an on-line service as being 
administered by the service provider, (i.e,, the use of provider specific service maps), a 
pexson skilled in the art would not be motivated to seek a si^erftuous solution 
elsewhere. Thus, Carlin not only fails to provide a motivation to combine its disclosure 
with RFC 1034, but also teaches away from the invention of claim 27 by providing a 
solution, which is distinct altogether from "operating with the address of the first sales 
interface mapped to a first domain and the address of the second sales intexfiice mapped 
to a second domain different from the first domain," as required by claim 27. 

The motivation to combme Carlin and RFC 1034 is suggested solely by hmdsight 
in view of the present "sales system for coupling to a communications network, 
comprising" a first sales interface at a first netwoik address, the first sal^ interface 
including a first set of user interface elements, a second sales interfoce at a second 
network address, the second sales interface including a second set of user inter&ce 
elements; and a sales server at a third netwrork address that op^tes the first and second 
sales interfaces while providing an impression that they are being operated by different 
entities, wherein the sales server includes a customization interfece re^nsive to user 
iiq>ut to define the first and second sets of user interface elements, wherein the sales 
server is operative to create the impression that the sales interfaces arc being operated by 
dififerent domains by operating with the address of the first sales interface mapped to a 
first domain and the address of the second sales interface m^ped to a second domain 
different from the first donoam," i,c., the invention of claim 27. Accordingly, claim 27 
and its dependent claims 28-29, and 3 1-34 are patentable and should be allowed, 
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Clainis 35, 38, and 46 are rejected as obvious over Carlin in view if RFC 1034, 
Because, as dis<nissed above, this cwnbioation is improper, claims 35, 38, and 46, as 
well as claims 39-40 and 42-45, dependent on claim 38> are palentaible and should be 
allowed, 

B. Carlin anj> RFC 1034 Fail to Disclose: Each and Evbry Element 
OF Independent Claims 27, 35, 38, and 46, whether Considered Singularly or 
IN Combination 

Claim 27 reads as follows; 

A sales system for coupling to a communications network, comprising: 

a first sales interface at a first network address, the first sales interface 
including a first set of user inter&ce elemeait^ 

a second sales interface at a second network address, the second sales 
interface including a second set of user interface elements; and 

a sales server at a third network address that operates the first and second 
sales interfaces while providing an impression that they are being operated by 
different entitieSi wherein the sales server includes a customization interface 
responsive to user input to define the first and second sets of user interface 
elements, wherein the sales server is operative to create the impression that the 
sales interfaces are being operated by different domains by operating with the 
address of the first sales interface mapped to a first domain and the address of the 
second sales interface mapped to a second domain diSerent from the first domain, 
and wherein the first sales interface mcludes links to a iirst set of pages not 
operated by the sales server but being mapped to the first domain, and 
wherein the second sales interface inclades links to a second set of pages not 
operated by the sales server but being mapped to the second domain. 
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The Office Action fails to discuss the element of claim 27 requiring that •^c first 
sdles interface includes links to a Urst set of pages not operated by the sales server 
but being mapped to the first domain'' and ♦^e second sales interface includes links 
to a second set of pages not operated by the sales server but being mapped to the 
second domain," It is submitted, that Carlin, RFC 1034, and a combination thereof fail 
to disclose or even suggest this element of claim 27, Therefore, claim 27 and its 
dependent claims, 28-29 and 31-34, are patentable and should be allowed- 

Claims 35, 38, and 46 include some limitations ^ are similar to some 
limitations of claim 27. Therefore, claims 35, 38, and 46, as" well as clanns 39-40 and 42- 
45, dependent on claim 38, are patentable and should be allowed for at least die reasons 
articulated with respect to claim 27* 

In light of flie above, Applicants respectfully submit that the rqection under 35 
U.S*C. § 103 has been overcome, and withdrawal of this rejection is therefore - 
respectfully requested, 

3. Claims 31-32 and 42-43 are not Addressed in the Office Action 

The Office Action fails to address pending claims 31-32 and 42-43- Because 
claims 31-32 and 42-43 claims depend on allowable claims 27 and 35 respectively, these 
claims are patentable and should be allowed, 

4, Conclusion 

Havixig tendered the above remarks and amended the claims as indicated herein. 
Applicants respectfully submit that all rejections have been addressed and that the 
claims are now in a condition for allowance, which is eamesdy solicited. 
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If there are any additional charges, please charge Deposit Account No* 02-2666. 
If a telephone interview would in any way expedite the prosecution of the present 
application, the Examiner is invited to contact Elena B, Dreszer at (408) 947-8200 ext 
209. 



Respectfully submincd, 

BmlKely, Sokoloff, Taylor & Zafmak LLP 



Dated: 



S'/S .2004 



HlenaB* Dreszer 
Reg. No. 55,128 



12400 WilshireBlvd. 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 
(408) 947-8200 
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